
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE Form ApprovedO OMB No. 0704-0188

The public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources.
gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection
of Information, including suggestions for reducing the burden, to Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports
(0704-0188), 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be
subject to any penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it does not display a currently valid OMB control number.
PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR FORM TO THE ABOVE ADDRESS.
1. REPORT DATE (DD-MM-YYYY) 2. REPORT TYPE 3. DATES COVERED (From - To)

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

5b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER

Department of the Air Force

Headquarters Pacific Air Forces, CHECO Division
Hickam AFB, HI

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S)

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

A -- Approved for Public Release

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

Project CHECO was established in 1962 to document and analyze air operations in Southeast Asia. Over the years the meaning of

the acronym changed several times to reflect the escalation of operations: Current Historical Evaluation of Counterinsurgency
Operations, Contemporary Historical Evaluation of Combat Operations and Contemporary Historical Examination of Current
Operations. Project CHECO and other U. S. Air Force Historical study programs provided the Air Force with timely and lasting
corporate insights into operational, conceptual and doctrinal lessons from the war in SEA.

15. SUBJECT TERMS

CHECO reports, Vietnam War, War in Southeast Asia, Vietnam War- Aerial Operations, American

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE PERSON

a. REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THIS PAGE ABSTRACT OF
PAGES

19b. TELEPHONE NUMBER (Include area codel

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8/98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std, Z39.18



DECLASSIFIED BY AF/HOHIAW E .0.12950 (AMEWDED)
DAIE: 2061 18 10

APPROVED F0R

PUBL IC R EL IASE

I
PROJECT',M

SSOUTHEAST ASIA

I D______D______D__

ml SPECIAL HANDLING REQUIRED
lGROUP-1

The info s document Exclud9d from automatic downgrading
w ; f disc oss dd to f rei - sand declassification.eir representatives

,17.0413-59 20080910375
c.2



IPROJ ECT111 1

Historical
Examinat ion of

0 perations

REPORT

THE FOURTH OFFENSIVE

1I OCTOBER 1969

HQ PACAF
I Directorate, Tactical Evaluation

CHECO Division

1ECIAL HAND LING REQUIRED Prepared by:

NI L Lt Col Bert B. Aton
ocmet t eMr E. S. Montagliani

or their represetative. Project CHECO 7th AF, DOACI

j K717.0413-59 DOTEC-69-44



UNCLASSIFIED

PROJECT CHECO REPORTS

The counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare environment of Southeast
requirements, The varied applications of airpower have involved the full

spectrum of USAF aerospace vehicles, support equipment, and manpower. As a
result, there has been an accumulation of operational data and experiences that,
as a priority, must be collected, documented, and analyzed as to current and
future impact upon USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine.

Fortunately, the value of collecting and documenting our SEA experiences
was recognized at an early date. In 1962, Hq USAF directed CINCPACAF to
establish an activity that would be primarily responsive to Air Staff require-
ments and direction, and would provide timely and analytical studies of USAF
combat operations in SEA.

Project CHECO, an acronym for Contemporary Historical Examination of
Current Operations, was established to meet this Air Staff requirement. Managed
by Hq PACAF, with elements at Hq 7AF and 7AF/13AF, Project CHECO provides a
scholarly, "on-going" historical examination, documentation, and reporting on
USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine in PACOM. This CHECO report is part of
the overall documentation and examination which is being accomplished. Alongwith the other CHECO publications, this is an authentic source for an assess-
ment of the effectiveness of USAF airpower in PACOM.

MILTON B. ADAMS, Major General, USAF
Chief of Staff

U Cii

I UNCLASSIFIED



SECRET NOFORN
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS PACIFIC AIR FORCES

APO SAN FRANCISCO 96553

REPLY TO

ATNOF DOTEC 1 October 1969

SUB Project CHECO Report, "The Fourth Offensive" (U)

TO SEE DISTRIBUTION PAGE

1. Attached is a SECRET NOFORN document. It shall be transported,
stored, safeguarded, and accounted for in accordance with applicable
security directives. SPECIAL HANDLING REQUIRED, NOT RELEASABLE TOFOREIGN NATIONALS. The information contained in this document will
not be disclosed to foreign nationals or their representatives. Retain
or destroy in accordance with AFR 205-1. Do not return.

2. This letter does not contain classified information and may be
declassified if attachment is removed from it.

FOR THE COIANDER IN CHIEF

C ETE SON, Colonel, USAF 1 Atch

Chief, CHECO Division Proj CHECO Rprt (SNF),
Directorate, Tactical Evaluation 1 Oct 69
DCS/Operati ons

iii

SECRET NOFORN



UNCLASSIFIED
DISTRIBUTION LIST

1. SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (4) AFOCE ........... . l..
(5) AFOMO .... ......... 1

a. SAFAA ........... .... 1 (6) AFOWX ........... . l..b. SAFLL . . . . . . . . . I
c. SAFOI ........... .... 2 j. AFPDC

2. HEADQUARTERS USAF (1) AFPDPSS.........
(2) AFPMDG ... ......... 

a. AFBSA .... ......... 1 (3) AFPDW .... ......... 1

k. AFRDC .... ........... 1b. AFCCS (1) AFRDD ........... . l..
(1) AFCCSSA ...... ..... 1 (2) AFRDQ ... ......... 1(2) AFCVC ....... .... 1 (3) AFRDR ........... . .. 1
(3) AFCAv ... ....... 2 (4) AFRDF ... ......... (4) AFCHO . . . . . . . 2 1 F DI 1. AFSDC

c. AFCSA (1) AFSLP .......... . . l.
(1) AFCSAG ... ....... 1 (2) AFSME .... ........ 1
(2) AFCSAMI ......... 1 (3) AFSMS ........... . l..

(4) AFSPD ........... . l..d. AFGOA .......... 2 (5) AFSSS ............1e. AFIGO (6) AFSTP . . . . . . . . .

I FSP........ . AFXDC.. .... l(1) AFISI ... .. .. 3...........
(2) AFISP . . . . . . . I n. AFXDC

(1) AFXDO . . . . . . . . .
f. AFMSG .... ......... 1 (2) AFXDOC ............ 1

(3) AFXDOD ... ......... 1
g. AFMIN (4) AFXDOL .........

(1) AFNIE ....... 1 (5) AFXOP .... ........
(2) AFNINA ........ 1 (6) AFXOSL .........(3) AFNINCC ... ...... 1 (7) AFXOSN ... ......... (4)AFNINED ......... 4 (8) AFXOSO ............ 1

h. AFAAC .............1 (9) AFXOSS .... . . ....... 1
(1 AFAA ......... 1 (10) AFXOSV ... ......... 1(1) AFAMAI ....... 1 (11) AFXOTR .... ......... 1

(12) AFXOTW ............. 1
i. AFODC ......... 1 (13) AFXOTZ .... ......... 1

(1) AFOAP .......... 1 (14) AFXOXY ............. 1(2) AFOAPS .......... 1 (15) AFXPD .... ......... 6(3) AFOCC .......... 1 (a) AFXPPGS ......... 3

iv

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

3. MAJOR COMMANDS (5) TAC CENTERS, SCHOOLS
(a) USAFTAWC(DA) .. .. .. 2

a. TAC (b) USAFTARC(DID) . . . . 2I
(c) USAFTALC(DCRL) . . . . 1

(1) HEADQUARTERS (d) USAFTFWC(CRCD) . . . . 1
(a) DO .. .. .. ...... (e) USAFSOC(DO). .. .... 1
(b) DPL .. .. ...... 2 (f) USAFAGOS(DAB-C) . . . 1
(c) DOCC. .. .. ......
(d) DORQ. .. .. ...... b. SAC
(e) DID .. .. ...... 1

(1) HEADQUARTERS
(2) AIR FORCES (a) DOPL. .. .. ...... 1

(a) 12AF (b) DPLF. .. .. .. . ... 1
1. DORF .. .. .... 1 (c) DM .. .. .. ...... 1
2. DI .. .. ..... 1 (d) DI. .. .. ... . ... 1

(b) T9AF(DI). .. .. .. 1 (e) OA .. .. .. ...... 1
(c) USAFSOF(DO) . . . . 1 (f) HI. .. .. ... . ... 1

(3) AIR DIVISIONS (2) AIR FORCES
(a) 831AD(DO). .. .... 1 (a) 2AF(DICS) .. .. .....
(b) 832AD(DO) .. .. .. 2 (b) 8AF(C). .. .. ......
(c) 833AD(DDO) .. .. ... (c) 15AF(DOA) .. .. .... 1
(d) 835AD(DO). .. .... 1I
(e) 836AD(DO) .. .. .. 2 (3) AIR DIVISIONS
(f) 838AD (a) 3AD(DO) .. .. ..... 3

1 . DO . . . . . .. MAC
(g) 839AD(DO). .. .... 2

(1) HEADQUARTERS
(4) WINGS (a) MAOID .. .. ...... 1U

(a) 1SOW(DO). .. .. ... (b) MAOCO .. .. ...... 1
(b) 4TFW(DO). .. .. ... (c) MAFOI .. .. ...... 1
(c) 23TFW(DOI) .. .. .. 1 (d) MACOA .. .. ...... 1I(d) 27TFW(DOP) .. .. .. 1
(e) 33TFW(DOI) .. .. .. 1 (2) AIR FORCES
(f) 64TFW(DO). .. .... 1 (a) 21AF(OCXI). .. .. .. 1
(g) 67TRW(C)......1 (b) 22AF(OCXI).... .. .. 1 I
(h) 75TRW(DOj......
(i) 316TAW(DOP) . . . .1 (3) AIR DIVISIONS
(j) 317TAW(EX) .. .. .. 1 (a) 322AD(DO) .. .. .... 1I
(k) 363TRW(DOC) . 1
(1) 464TAW(DO) .. .. . .1 (4) WINGS
(in) 474TFW(TFOX) . 1 (a) 61MAWg
(n) 479TFW(DOF) . . . . 11. ODC........1
(o) 516TAW(DOPL) . . . . 1T. OIN. .. .. ..... 1
(p) 441OCCTW(DOTR) . . . 1(b) 62MAWg(OCXP) .. .. .. 1
(q) 451OCCTW(D016-I). . 1 (c) 436MAWg(OCXC) . . . . 1
()4554CCTW(DOI) . . . 1

vI

UNCLASSIFIED*



UNCLASSIFIED

(d) 437MAWg(OCXI) . . . . 2 g. AFSC
(e) 438MAWg(OCXC) . . . . 1
(f) 445MAWg (1) HEADQUARTERS

1. OC .... ........ 1 (a) SCLAP .... ......... 3_. WDO-PLI ...... .. 1 (b) SCS-6 ....... . . 1

(5) MAC SERVICES (c) SCGCH......... .(SCTPL.............
(a) AWS(AWXW) ... ...... 1 (e) ASD/ASJT ..... ...... 1(b) ARRS(ARXLR) ..... 1 (f) ESD/ESO .... ........ 1
(c) ACGS(AGOV) ...... ... 1 (g) RADC/EMOEL .......... 2
(d) AAVS(AVODOD) ..... . l. 1 (h) ADTC/ADP ........... 2

d. ADC h. USAFSS

(1) HEADQUARTERS (1) HEADQUARTERS
(a) ADODC .... ........ 1 (a) ODC ............ .... 1
(b) ADOOP .... ........ 1 (b) CHO....... ... 1
(c) ADLCC .......... (2.SBODIAT.U(2)AIRFORES(2) SUBORDINATE UNITS

(2) AIR FORCES (a) Eur Scty Rgn(OPD-P) . . 1
(a) 1AF(DO) ... ....... 1 (b) 6940 Scty Wg(OOD) 1(b) 1OAF

1. ODC ........... 1 i. AAC
2. PDP-P. ....... 1

(c) TF ICELAND(FICAS) . 2 (1) HEADQUARTERS(3) AIR DIVISIONS (a) ALDOC-A .... ........ 2

(a) 25AD(ODC) ... ...... 2 j. USAFSO
(b) 29AD(ODC) ... ...... 1
(c) 31AD(ODC-A) ..... .. 2 (1) HEADQUARTERS
(d) 33AD(OIN) ... ...... 1 (a) COH ............ .... 1(e) 34AD(OIN) ... ...... 2 k. PACAF(f) 35AD(CCR)..... . 1

(g) 37AD(ODC). ...... 1 (1) HEADQUARTERS

e. ATC (a) DP .... ........... 1

(1) HEADQUARTERS (c)DO .............. 1
(a) ATXDC .... ........ (d) DPL .... .......... 4

(e) CSH ............ .... 1
f. AFLC (f) DOTEC ............ 5

(g) DE .... ........... 1
(1) HEADQUARTERS(h) DM. .............. .1(a) MCVSS .. ........ 1 (i) DOTECH .l........1

(b) MCOO . . . . . . ... 1 . .

vi

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIEDI

(2) AIR FORCES m. USAFEI
(a) 5AF(DOPP) ....... 1 (1) HEADQUARTERS

1. Det 8, ASD(DOASD) I (a) OC/OA .. .. .... 1
(b) 7'AF (b) ODC/OTA. .. .. .. 1

1. DO .. .. .. ..... I (c) OOT. .. .. ..... 1
~.DIXA. .. .. .. ... I (d) XDC. .. .. .. ... 1
.DPL .. .. .. .... 1I
4.TACC. .. .. .. ... 1 (2) AIR FORCES
5.DOAC. .. .. .. ... 2 (a) 3AF(ODC). .. .... 2

(c) T3AF (b) 16AF(ODC) .. .. .. 2
1. DXIH. .. .. .. .... (c) 17AF
7. DPL .... . .. 1 1. ODC .. .. .....

(d) TAF/13AF(CHECO) . . . . 1 T.ODID .. .. .... 1

(3) WINGS
(3) AIR DIVISIONS

(a) 313AD(DOI) .. .. .... 1 (a 2OTFW(CACC) . . . . 1I
(b) 314AD(DOP) .. .. .... 2 (b 36TFW(DCOID) . . . 1
(c) 327AD (c) 5OTFW(DCO) . . . . 1

1.DO .. .. .. ..... 1 (d) 66TRW(DCOIN-T) I

".D..........1 (e) 81TFW(DCO) j , 1
(d) 934AD(DO). .. .. .... 2 (f) 401TFW(DCOI) . . . 1

(g) 513TAW(OID) . . . . 1
(4) WINGS (h) 601TCG(CAACC) . . . 1I

(a) 8TFW(DCOA) .. .. ..... (i) 7101ABW(DCO-CP). .1
(b) 12TFW(DCOI). .. .. ... (j) 7149TFW(DCOI). .. 1
(c) 35TFW(DCOI).... .. .. 1 I
(d) 37TFW(DCOI). .. .. .. 1 4. SEPARATE OPERATING AGENCIES
(e) 56SOWPTVOC). .. .. .. 1
(f) 347TFW(DCOOT) .. .. ... 1 a. ACIC(ACOMC) .. .. ...... 2
(g) 355TFW(DCOC) .. .. .. 1 b. ARPC(RPCAS-22). .. .. .... 2
(h) 366TFW(DCO). .. .. .. 1 c. AFRES(AFRXPL) .. .. ..... 2
(i) 388TFW(DCO). .. .. ... d. USAFA
(j) 405FW(DCOA). .. .. .. 1 (1) CMT .. .. .. ...... 1
(k) 432TRW(DCOI) .. .. .. 1 (2) DFH .. .. .. . ..... 1
(1) 460TRW(DCOI) .. .. .. 1 e. AU

(in) 475TFW(DCO). .. .. .. 1 (1) ACSC-SA.........
(n) 633S0W(DCOI) .. .. .. 1 (2) AUL(SE)-69-108 2
(o) 6400 Test Sq(A) . . . . 1 (3) ASI(ASD-1) .. .. .... 1

(5) OTHER UNITS (4IS(SA-A
(a) Task Force Alpha(DXI). 1
(b) 504TASG(DO). .. .. .. 11

vii

UNCLASSIFIED



I5. MILITARY DEPARTMENTS, UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDS, AND JOINT STAFFS
a. COMUSJAPAN .. .. .. . .... . ... .... . ... ...... 1
b. CINCPAC................. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. ....
c. COMUSKOREA.............. . . .... .. .. .. .. .. ....
d. COMUSMACTHAI........... .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... 1
e. COMUSMACV............. . ... . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
f. COMUSTDC................. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. ....Ig. USCINCEUR............. . ... . .... .. .. .. .. .. ....
h. USCINCSO................. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. ....
i. CINCLANT................. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. ....
j. USAFLANT .. .. .. ..................... 1
k. CHIEF, NAVAL OPERATIONS...................
1. COMMANDANT, MARINE CORPS..... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ....
m. CINCONAD................. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .. ....In. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY..... .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... 1
o. JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF..... .. .... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... 1
p. JSTPS... .. .. .......................I ~~~q. SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (6ASD/SA).................
r. CINCAFSTRIKE............ . .. . ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... 1
S. USCINCMEAFSA............ . .. . ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... 1
t. CINCSTRIKE............ . ... . .... .. .. .. .. .. ....
u. CINCAL .. .. .. ..
v. MAAG-China/AF Section iMGAFO)* .. .

I6. SCHOOLS

a. Senior USAF Representative, National War College... .. .. ....Ib. Senior USAF Representative, Armed Forces Staff College. .. ....
c. Senior USAF Rep, Industrial College of the Armed Forces . . . .1
d. Senior USAF Representative, Naval Amphibious School .. .. ....
e. Senior USAF Rep, US Marine Corps Education Center.. .. .. ....If. Senior USAF Representative, US Naval War College... .. .. ....
g. Senior USAF Representative, US Army War College.. .. .. .. ... 1
h. Senior USAF Rep, US Army C&G Staff College... .. .. .. .. ....
i. Senior USAF Representative, US Army Infantry School .. .. ....
j.Senior USAF Rep, US Army JFK Center for Special Warfare . . . .1
k.Senior USAF Representative, US Army Field Artillery School ...

I viii

lWsopgeisO



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

FOREWORD ........................................................ xi

CHAPTER I - THE ENEMY ........................................... 1

CHAPTER II -AN OVERVIEW OF THE FOURTH OFFENSIVE ................ 15

CHAPTER III - THE FIGHTING IN III CORPS ......................... 28

Air Reconnaissance ............................. 31
Allied Operations, Nov 68 - Feb 69 ............. 32
February 1969 .................................. 34
The Fourth Offensive ........................... 37
RED LIGHTNING, ATLAS WEDGE, Project DART ....... 47

CHAPTER IV - THE ACTION IN I CORPS .............................. 50

The Enemy ................................... 50
The Allies .................................. 51
Ground Operations ............................ 52
Allied Airpower .............................. 53
The A Shau Interdiction Campaign ............... 55
The Fourth Offensive ......................... 59
Post Tet Wrap-Up ............................... 62

CHAPTER V - THE OFFENSIVE PERIOD IN II AND IV CORPS ............. 65

II CTZ ......................................... 65
IV CTZ ......................................... 68

CHAPTER VI - REFLECTIONS ON THE FOURTH OFFENSIVE ................ 72

FOOTNOTES

Chapter I .................................................... 77
Chapter II ................................................... 78Chapter III .................................................. 80
Chapter IV ................................................... 84
Chapter V .................................................... 86
Chapter VI ................................................... 87

GLOSSARY ........................................................ 88

ix



FIGURES Follows Page

1. NVA Infiltration Routes and Major Base Areas .......... 4
2. VC and NVA Gains Versus Losses ........................ 6
3. Hoi Chanhs, Jan 68 - Mar 69 ........................... 6
4. Approximate Dispositions of Enemy Maneuver Battalions

in SVN,.(Mid-Feb 69) ................................ 8
5. Enemy Division Dispositions, (Mid-Feb 69) ............. 8
6. Comparative Offensive Statistics - After 30 Days ...... 22
7. U.S. Aircraft Damaged and Destroyed, 23 Feb -

3 Apr 69 ............................................ 24
8. Tactical Air Strike Sorties, USAF, USN, USMC & VNAF ... 24
9. Responses to Immediates In-Country, AC-47s and

AC-119s ............................................. 26
10. Tactical Air Immediate Sorties, USAF and USMC ......... 26
11. ARC LIGHT Sorties ..................................... 26
12. Enemy Situation in III CTZ ............................ 28
13. Operations in III CTZ ................................. 34
14. Attacks on Bien Hoa and Long Binh ..................... 36
15. Enemy Situation in I CTZ .............................. 50
16. Allied Situations in I CTZ ............................ 50
17. Allied Spoiling Operations in I CTZ ................... 52
18. Location of A Shau Valley and Operation DEWEY CANYON .. 54
19. A Shau Valley Interdiction Campaign ................... 5420. II CTZ ................................................ 66
21. IV CTZ ................................................ 68

X



FOREWORD

On the night of 22-23 February 1969, the Communist forces in South

Vietnam launched a major offensive. The ensuing action was variously called

"The Post-Tet Offensive of 1969" and "The Winter-Spring Offensive of 1969".

Since the enemy initiative was the fourth in a series of offensives beginning

with the infamous Tet Campaign of 1968, this report is titled: "The Fourth

Offensive".

Concerned with air response to the Fourth Offensive, the opening chapter

establishes the enemy in South Vietnam, explains his goals, and describes

his weaknesses and strengths. The second chapter provides an overview of

the Fourth Offensive and the continuing Allied operations to deny the enemy

the benefits of the initiative. It also compares the Fourth Offensive to

its three predecessors, and then briefly analyzes the broad employment of

airpower during the period of enemy attacks. The third, fourth, and fifth

chapters describe the air and ground activity that occurred in the various

geographical areas known as Corps Tactical Zones (CTZs). The concluding

chapter reflects on the military lessons to be learned by a study of the

Fourth Offensive.

During the period of this report, the Allied forces in Vietnam were

forbidden to take offensive action on a strategic scale. Offensive air

operations were prohibited over Cambodia and North Vietnam, and Allied

ground forces were restricted to within the borders of South Vietnam.

Although air interdiction continued in Laos, most of the air activity in

xi



South Vietnam was directly related to the fire and maneuver of the forces

on the ground. Therefore, for the most part, the air response to the enemy

offensive must be explained in concert with the scheme of ground operations.

Clearly, the concept of the Allies was one of vigorous tactical offense with-

in the imposed bounds of a strategic defense. The enemy did not assault a

static system of defense; the Allies moved out to meet the enemy in an effort

to spoil his attacks and preempt the initiative. Thus, on the tactical

scale, this study reports the clash of two offensives: the enemy's and the

Allied forces.
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CHAPTER I

THE ENEMY

"If you know the enemy and know yourself, you need
not fear the result of a hundred battles. If you
know yourself but not the enemy, for every victory
gained you will also suffer a defeat. If you knowneither the enemy nor yourself, you will succumb inevery battle."

-Sun Tzu

The enemy's Fourth Offensive is typical of much of the war in Viet-

nam--it does not seem to make much sense. The enemy's objectives were obscure

and diffuse by any military criteria, and it is difficult to understand how

he could have hoped to gain any significant or lasting military benefits. He

probably did not.

The events of 1968 did much to convince the enemy that he knew our weak-

ness. Without a single public concession, he had gained first a curtailment

and then a total halt to the bombing of North Vietnam. Still, he had suf-

fered heavy losses, and he may have misjudged the tenacity of his opponent.
1/

As President Richard M. Nixon said on 14 May 1969:

"Reports from Hanoi indicate that the enemy has given
up hope for a military victory in South Vietnan but is
counting on a collapse of American will in the United
States. They could make no greater error in judgment.

"Let me be quite blunt. Our fighting men are not going
to be worn down; our negotiators are not going to be
talked down; our Allies are not going to be let down."

But in early 1969, U.S. intelligence estimates indicated that the enemy

continued to cling to his ultimate goal--to reunify North and South Vietnam

11



2/
under the rule of Hanoi's communist regime. As the President observed,

the enemy expected American weariness of and opposition to the war to bring

about the withdrawal of U.S. troops; captured documents disclosed that the

enemy also hoped to gain a "leading role" in a coalition government. Once

these interim objectives were achieved, he would patiently but persistently3/
maneuver toward reunification. As the late President John F. Kennedy remark-

ed, "The communists are forever saying, 'What is ours is ours; what is yours

is negotiable.'"

The enemy's strategy was to "fight and talk". The combination was

intended to promote protest and despair in the U.S., to weaken the Saigon

government, and to advance the enemy's claim that the National Liberation

Front (NLF) represented the majority of the South Vietnamese population. His

tactics were designed to preserve his own strength, while inflicting the

maximum losses on allied personnel and materiel. Rocket attacks on major

cities were carried out to aggravate disagreement between the U.S. and the

Government of Vietnam (GVN) over the halt in the bombing of the North. Ter-

rorist activities continued in order to shake confidence in the GVN's ability

to provide security. In the "other war", the enemy sought to weaken the GVN's

Accelerated Pacification Campaign (APC). At the same time, he attempted to

bolster his own ostensible political strength in order to exploit the expect-

ed transformation to a coalition government.

The enemy's ambitions were greatly dependent upon the strength of the

Viet Cong infrastructure (VCI). The VCI functioned as the enemy's "shadow

government". It existed at all political levels and in all geographical

23



areas, either overtly or covertly, depending on the opposing strength of the

GVN. The VCI was composed of hard-core party members who performed politi-

cal, economic, and military functions. In support of military operations,

the VCI operated a vigorous recruiting net to provide replacements for local

and main force guerrilla units. It provided civilian labor for construction,

transportation, supply, medical support, and the evacuation of wounded.

The Viet Cong combat units relied heavily on the VCI to furnish intel-

ligence and provide guides to units operating in unfamiliar areas. To

counter the initiative of the GVN's Accelerated Pacification Campaign, the

VCI had begun to establish "People's Liberation Committees", an attempt to

give the appearance of legitimate democratic government at the village and

hamlet level. The People's Liberation Committees were composed of Communist

party members selected by the VCI and "elected" by the populace.5/

In summary, the enemy's scenario for success anticipated*the Paris

negotiations would yield some form of coalition or compromise government,

and he expected the transition to the new government would produce a period

of turmoil and confusion. Thus, the enemy prepared both his military and

political forces to exploit the crisis he was certain would come. He sought

to instill flexibility and opportunism in his military units, exhorting

them "to attack as soon as the abrupt transformation takes place without

awaiting high-level instructions." He hoped that his People's Liberation

Committees would present the new government with a political fait accomplT.

The earliest dependable estimate of the enemy's strength in South

3



Vietnam dates back to October 1965. At that time, the enemy's in-country

strength was about 207,000 men. In January 1969, his strength stood at

approximately 222,000. Although his numbers had not changed appreciably, it

was significant that in October 1965 North Vietnamese Army (NVA) troops

comprised only 26 percent of the enemy's combat soldiers; by January 1969,

NVA troops accounted for about 70 percent of the enemy's maneuver and sup-

port manpower. The following statistics show how VC and NVA troops were8/
distributed during January 1969:

VC/NVA Strength in January 1969

125,000 Maneuver and Support Troops
66,000 NVA in NVA Units
22,000 NVA in VC Units
37,000 VC in VC Units

47,000 Admi nistrati ve Service Troops
9,000 NVA
38,000 VC

50,000 Guerrillas
222,000 Total VC/NVA Strength in South Vietnam

The NVA soldier followed a tortuous route to reach the battlefield.

After his training was completed, he was formed into infiltration groups

numbering usually about 500 - 600 men. These groups moved south into North

Vietnam's panhandle and then turned southwest to enter Laos through the

western edge of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), or through the Annam Mountains

by way of one of three passes: Nape, Mu Gia, or Ban Karai. (Fig. 1.)

Remaining within Laos and Cambodia, the NVA soldiers moved to the base area

west of their destination. Troops destined for I Corps staged through Base

Area 611 and the A Shau Valley. Replacements for enemy units in II Corps

4
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passed through Base Area 609 near the convergence of the borders of Laos,

Cambodia, and Vietnam (the Tri-Border Area). The primary distribution point

for III Corps was Base Area 350, located on the Cambodian border opposite

Phuoc Long Province. However, beginning in mid-1968, the enemy made increas-

ing use of the Ba Thu area for infiltration into the marshland west and south-1 9/
west of Saigon.

About 15 percent of the infiltrating soldiers never reached their

destined base area. Attacking aircraft, sickness, and desertion accounted

for the losses. Nevertheless, approximately 236,000 NVA soldiers reached

South Vietnam during 1968 with the bulk going to I CTZ (34%) and III CTZ

(31%). In 1969, the stream of infiltration shifted more heavily to the III

and IV CTZs. Although the enemy's overall infiltration effort diminished

in late 1968 and early 1969, he apparently retained ambitions for costly

offensive actions--especially in III CTZ. During 1969, he planned to replace

73 percent of his strength in III Corps, while replacing only 38 percent in
O_10/

I Corps and 30 percent in II Corps.

A much smaller source of enemy manpower was in-country recruitment.

Recruiting activity was feverish in those parts of South Vietnam which were

controlled or contested by the enemy. Young men were recruited by force

or persuasion. Recruits normally began their service as guerrillas and were

later upgraded into local force units and finally to main force organizations.

As 1969 began, the enemy was finding it increasingly difficult to meet his

recruitment quotas. His manpower base shrank as he lost control of the
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more populous areas, and the percentage of NVA soldiers in nominally VC
ll/

units continued to increase.

Between January 1967 and February 1969, infiltration and in-country

recruiting produced the gains in strength shown in Figure 2. Here also are

shown the enemy's losses over that time period--losses due to battle casual-

ties, defections, desertions, and the withdrawal of some NVA units from

South Vietnam. The enemy's losses exceeded his gains throughout 1967. Then

his gains rose sharply during the first eight months of 1968 only to drop

dramatically in the latter part of 1968 as his infiltration slowed and two

NVA divisions were pulled back into North Vietnam. Figure 2 shows the price

of his 1968 Tet Offensive and his second offensive in May 1968--each adventure

cost him more than 40,000 men. Although his third offensive in August was

comparatively weak, Figure 2 reveals that it, too, was costly. Note that the

enemy was unable to achieve a net gain except during those periods of calm

following his first two offensives. Apparently hoping to increase his

numbers, he remained relatively inactive for six months before his Fourth

Offensive in February 1969, but he had not been able to realize a net gain

in any month between his third and fourth offensives.

The enemy's combat power was dropping not only in terms of troop strength,

but also in terms of quality. The quality of his soldiers was declining for

a number of reasons. One reason was age; the Viet Cong, especially, found

it necessary to recruit much younger men. In 1968, for example, at least

one third of the VC's indigenous recruits were between the ages of 13 and

17. The combat experience level of his troops was also declining. During
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1968, the enemy lost 289,000 men--more than 100 percent of his average in-

country strength. His losses, combined with the shrinking population base

for recruitment, forced the enemy to press women into service as soldiers.

Captured documents revealed that the enemy planned to employ female soldiers

at levels up to 25 percent of unit strength in the Highlands and up to 5013/
percent in the 

Delta.L/

There were many indications that the enemy was suffering in the related

areas of leadership and morale. The testimony of prisoners affirmed a serious

shortage of combat-seasoned leaders. Although morale had always been a

problem for the enemy, there was evidence in late 1968 and early 1969 that

enemy morale was dropping dramatically. Captured documents revealed that

enemy leaders felt an increasing concern that their soldiers were growing

more weary and eager for peace as the war dragged on interminably. As the

enemy's morale dropped, an increasing number of his personnel took advantage

of the GVN's Chieu Hoi (Open Arms) Program and chose to return to GVN juris-

diction as Hoi Chanhs (returnees). Figure 3 indicates the rapid rise in

the number of Hoi Chanhs since September 1968. Significantly, the greatest

number of Hoi Chanhs came from IV Corps where the percentage of NVA soldiers

was still low, and some semblance of an indigenous war remained. The number

of Hoi Chanhs drove the enemy to drastic efforts to stem the flow. He in-

creased his propaganda and troop indoctrination and frantically sought out
14/

Hoi Chanhs for reprisal.

The enemy's declining combat power forced him to reposition his forces;

he had to employ strict economy of force in areas of lesser importance to
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40 I
achieve a measure of Mass against his primary objectives. The enemy's

principal interests lay in I Corps and III Corps, and he found it necessary

to draw down his forces in II and IV Corps to retain a threatening posture

against Da Nang and Saigon. (Fig. 4.) By early 1969, for example, he had

moved three battalions from IV CTZ into III CTZ, and had redeployed seven

regiments from the central highlands into the area around Saigon. The

changing enemy situation in III CTZ offers a stark illustration of the enemy's

decreasing combat power. In 1968, the enemy carried off his spectacular Tet

Offensive with only 49 combat battalions positioned in III CTZ. On the eve

of his Fourth Offensive, he had 89 combat battalions deployed in III CTZ, but

this greater number of battalions 
packed an inferior punch.

Although the enemy grew weaker in South Vietnam, he retained forces in

North Vietnam (Fig. 5) which threatened to tip the balance in northern I CTZ.

The ominous presence of three NVA divisions just north of the DMZ held sizable

friendly forces fixed to face this threat, thus enhancing the enemy's chances

for success where he sought it--farther 
to the south.

Looming in the background was the enemy's strategic reserve, a force

no longer deterred by bombing or depleted by the duties of repair and the

demands for air defense of the homeland. In addition to the three infantry

divisions in the vicinity of the DMZ, the enemy held in reserve four infantry

divisions, four independent infantry regiments, one airborne brigade, and

one armored regiment--more than 90,000 men. At any time he chose, the enemy
17/

could thrust this force across the DMZ to upset the balance in the south.
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The forces described here were sustained in the broadest sense by the

industrial bases of the Soviet Union, the Communist bloc nations of eastern

Europe, and by Red China. The Soviets supplied about 70-80 percent of the

war materiel which found its way to the enemy's forward supply bases in North

Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. In the early months of 1969, the enemy supply

bases in North Vietnam and Cambodia were politically protected from air

attack, and friendly ground units had always been restrained from striking
18/

the enemy's out-country sanctuaries.-

Many of the enemy's supplies moved along the same lines of communication

(LOCs) that carried soldiers toward the south. Supplies destined for the

northern regions of South Vietnam entered the panhandle of North Vietnam by

truck, rail, and water, and were then trucked into Laos.1

One of the chief purposes of the bombing of North Vietnam had been to

reduce the flow of supplies from North to South Vietnam. The bombing curtail-

ment of 31 March 1968 had confined Allied air interdiction efforts to Laos

and that part of North Vietnam lying below the 19th parallel. On 28 May 1968,

President Lyndon B. Johnson stated the enemy was exploiting our restraint:

"At the present time, they are pouring men and supplies through this area

at an unprecedented rate. The supplies go directly to the battle in South

Vietnam. We are destroying something over 20 percent of what is coming
20/

through to the South."-

Even as the President spoke, emergency efforts were under way to reduce

the enemy's resupply by a much greater percentage. On 14 July 1968, Seventh

Air Force initiated its "Summer Interdiction Campaign" which was to continue

9



until the bombing halt of 1 November 1968. In December 1968, Brig. Gen.

George J. Keegan, Jr., Seventh Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff/Intelligence,

wrote of the interdiction program:

"This campaign succeeded in its objectives. Enemy truck
traffic moving into South Vietnam and Laos was brought
to a virtual standstill; the enemy's water-crossing points
were successfully interdicted; and the enemy's net through-
put of logistics supplies was reduced to well below his
minimun consumption requirements, both in Laos and in the
two Northern Corps Areas of South Vietnam.... The results

achieved, either for this war or any previous war, were
unprecedented. A 90 percent reduction of the enemy's net

logistics tonnage through-put into Laos was accomplished.
The enemy's tonnage was reduced from an approximate 340
tons per day in July to less than 35 tons per day in Sep-
tember. By October, this tonnage was effectively reduced

to what men could carry into Laos on their backs. Overall,
enemy traffic flow along infiltration routes was reduced
by 97 percent--from 1,289 sightings in the period 10 to 23
July to fewer than 43 sightings between 16 and 30 October--

the latter being confined almost exclusively to shuttling ir
support of road construction efforts between interdiction
points."

Then came the bombing halt permitting the enemy to move unimpeded within

North Vietnam. He used the month of November for feverish repair of the LOCs

leading into Laos. During December 1968, the tonnages entering Laos rose

very sharply to about 300 tons per day--at least a tenfold increase over
Octoer'sflow 22/

October's flow.- In the first four months of 1969, there were even greater

in-puts into the Laotian network of roads and trails that had long been

labeled the Ho Chi Minh Trail. An exhaustive Seventh Air Force study

concluded that during the period 1 January - 29 April 1969, the enemy brought

46,199 tons of supplies into Laos--an average of 388 
tons per day.

10
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However, the bombing halt had roughly coincided with the onset of the

Northeast Monsoon--a season that brought cloudiness to North Vietnam and

relatively clear skies to Laos. Long before the bombing halt had been

announced, Seventh Air Force had planned to shift the weight of its inter-

diction into Laos to follow the favorable weather. Seventh Air Force Opera-

tions Plan 544-69, dated 29 August 1968, had established Operation COMMANDO

HUNT to strike the enemy's Laotian LOCs during the winter and spring of24/
1968-1969. COMMANDO HUNT began on 15 November 1968, but there was difficulty

in judging its effectiveness during the closing weeks of 1968--the data were

incomplete. However, a Seventh Air Force study of COMMANDO HUNT provided

sufficient data on the first four months of 1969 to conclude 
that:_25/

"Interdiction in Laos had a significant impact on the
enemy's capability to conduct military operations in
South Vietnam. To receive one unit of supply or
materiel, the enemy required five units of input into
Laos. Nearly one-third of all input was consumed by
the logistic infrastructure within Laos. The time
required for a unit of materiel or supplies to pass
through Laos to South Vietnam was about seven days with
interdiction, as compared with one day if there had
been no interdiction. The additional time required to
transport supplies through Laos imposed additional costs
on the enemy in the form of more materiel in the pipeline
at risk for a longer period and requiring additional
personnel to handle and protect it. The interdiction
campaign forced the enemy to allocate significantresources to counter the effects of the attacks."

"From [I] January to [29] April 1969, the enemy's logis-
tical input into Laos was disposed of as follows:

47 percent was destroyed in Laos
29 percent was consumed in the system
6 percent went into storage

18 percent came through to South Vietnam
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"In swn, 82 percent of his input into Laos failed to
reach South Vietnam."

But the mystique of the Ho Chi Minh Trail could be misleading. Laos

was not the only route by which supplies reached the northern provinces. Nor

was the enemy so heavily dependent upon external sources as people might like

to believe. The Seventh Air Force study estimated that the enemy's supply

requirements in I and II CTZs were met from external and internal sources

according to the percentages shown here, with Laos providing the indicated

percentages of external supply.

Sources of Enemy Supplies

I Corps Tactical Zone

Internal Sources 40%
External Sources 60%

Via Laos 85%
Via Other Routes 15%

II Corps Tactical Zone
Internal Sources 70%
External Sources 30%

Via Laos 50%
Via Other Routes 50%

Thus, Laotian LOCs carried only (.60 x .85=) 51 percent of the enemy's

supplies into I Corps and only (.30 x .50=) 15 percent of his stores into
26/

II CTZ.

From its inception, out-country air interdiction had forced the enemy to

seek shelter from the pounding of airpower. He had found it in Cambodia.27/
After the Summer Interdiction Campaign, General 

Keegan concluded: L
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" .... The success of this campaign establishes beyond
question the magnitude of the enemy's logistic depen-
dence on Cambodia. With the effective closure of the
North Vietnam supply system, the enemy has been forced
to rely almost exclusively upon Cambodia for his logis-tics support of combat operations in South Vietnam."

The enemy later verified General Keegan's estimate. Speaking on

23 January 1969, Nguyen Son Hai, Second Secretary of the North Vietnamese (NVN)
28/

Embassy in Cambodia, said:

"Cambodia plays an important role in the war--the
Sihanouk Government has done its utmost to aid NorthVietnam. Cambodia is the strategic depot for avnuni-
tion and heavy weapons which are transported there by
air--North Vietnam could not move enough equipment tothe front if North Vietnam relied only on a small trail
through the mountains."

Supplies to nourish the war in III and IV CTZs entered Cambodia not only
by air, but also by sea through the port of Sihanoukville. From their point

of entry, the supplies were either trucked to border base areas or funneled

into South Vietnam by way of the Mekong Delta's intricate network of water-
29/

ways.

Regardless of their origin and route, some portion of the enemy's supplies

ultimately found its way to his scattered sanctuaries; 15 such major base

areas lay just across the borders in Laos and Cambodia, and 18 were located

inside South Vietnam. These base areas contained replacement staging points,

training compounds, medical facilities, and supply dumps. In 196C and early

1969, the enemy's in-country sanctuaries came under increasing Allied pressure.

During the spring of 1968, the A Shau Valley in I CTZ was entered for the
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first time since 1965. In IV CTZ, nearly all the enemy's base areas were

probed aggressively; significantly, the Allies entered the enemy's previously

untouched sanctuary in the U Minh Forest. With his base areas becoming more

vulnerable, the enemy's energies were increasingly diverted to the security

of his own logistical rear.

The enemy's in-country supply operations were necessarily covert and

primitive. He moved his stores primarily by porter, bicycle, pack animal,

and shallow-draft boat. Since he was unable to maintain an intact logistical

trail, he depended heavily on the prepositioning of supply caches. Although

this procedure enabled the enemy's combat units to move unencumbered, his

offensive actions could easily be preempted by the Allied discovery and

capture of his caches. Even when his caches were not denied him, his offen-

sive moves were limited in both scope and duration by the quantity of supplies

he was able to conceal. Without continuous and immediate replenishment of

his consumables, the enemy might periodically seize the initiative, but he
31 /I

could neither retain nor exploit it.3
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CHAPTER II

AN OVERVIEW OF

THE FOURTH OFFENSIVE

"In war, the only sure defense is offense, and the
efficiency of offense depends on the warlike souls
of those conducting it."

--Gen. George S. Patton, Jr.

The Fourth Offensive began during the night of 22-23 February 1969.

Within the first few days, the enemy revealed the internal weaknesses

that were described earlier. But the force and impact of the Communist

offensive were markedly degraded by external elements as well--the pre-

emptive actions by the Allies that took place both before and during thei_/
offensive.

Gen. Creighton W. Abrams was obviously a disciple of the Patton doctrine.

General Abrams became Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Command Vietnam

(COMUSMACV), on 3 July 1968, and Allied operations quickly became more

conspicuously infused with the spirit of the offensive. The enemy's Third

Offensive in August 1968 was disrupted by aggressive Allied spoiling attacks2/and the discovery and destruction of the enemy's supplies. Beginning in

September 1968, Communist troops withdrew in large numbers to their jungle
3/

sanctuaries, there to rest, regroup, and refit. The resulting lull in

enemy-initiated incidents did not slow the tempo of Allied operations.

General Abrams believed the enemy was busily rebuilding his strength for
4/

a Fourth Offensive:- "It is a period of feverish activity on the enemy's
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part, so it's got to be a period of feverish activity for us."

If the enemy's expected offensive were to be successful, he would

need to move his forces and their supplies along the lines of operation

that would connect his base areas with his objectives. The weight of

enemy effort to be thrust along each line of operations would be deter-

mined by two factors: the quantity of resources that could be introduced

from the bases at one end of the line, and the desirability of the objective

at the other end. As we have seen, air interdiction influenced both the

output and the routing of the enemy's lines of resupply and reinforcement.

After the bombing halt of November 1968, North Vietnam joined Cambodia

as a safe haven for the movement of enemy troops and supplies. Obviously,

the enemy could support larger forces in areas adjacent to his sanctuaries.

At the same time, the enemy's political and psychological objectives

directed his attention toward the seats of power and population. Thus,

it was rather predictable that the enemy would seek to concentrate his

forces in I Corps Tactical Zone (I CTZ) and in III CTZ, and would point5/
his power toward South Vietnam's two largest cities--Saigon and DaNang.

The Communist forces that had withdrawn into North Vietnam and Cambodia

were not accessible to the Allies, but in late 1968, COMUSMACV deployed

his forces to oppose the enemy's proximate and potential strength. Using

the mobility afforded by tactical airlift, General Abrams moved the lst

Cavalry Division (Airmobile) from northern I CTZ into III CTZ and deployed
6/

the Division in a highly mobile screening role along the Cambodian border.
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